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R Durlng the - past ff;teen years. educators have'focused o

’

.their attentlon on the cultural dlfferences 1n people -and their

lefer&aOn 1earn1ng.. Ift part1cular, educators have‘" rn

attgn‘tloh to« the effects oﬁ mlné’rlty gro’ups d1a1ects og‘%anguage _

. .‘
’\a“ "Uc

7yearn§né’and readlng., ﬁpr 8 large maaority o% Black chlldren,

klearniﬂ f%o read-ls a dlfyﬁcult task whléh is’ sometlmes never

. . ¢ ¥ :

‘achleved»WAth any proflclency. Thls is 1ron1c becausjgwe“llve
{

Y

rint

. N

':1n a soc1ety where chlldre are ?bnstantly echsed to
|

» a !

. through bqoks,vnewspacers, and televisiomw, At a. very early age,¢\

)

4ch11dren learn tnat pr1nt has mean ngy-it represents xhe spoken .

VK -

LI 1.

,fword.. They att@ch meaning tofwords on cans and boxes, on street“'

" signs;,; and on s1gns on bulldlngép Because of th1s early exposure

’ it seems reasonable to assume that_ﬁbr most Chlldren, 1earn1ng to .

i g

read would be as natural aSalearnlng to talk. Th1s is not the
13
[
case for many Black cﬁild@enq conseqﬁentlyi many soc1a1 301ént19ts

&’
have. attempted to exaane, deflne, and analyze the factors that
/ 1

contrlbute to reading - falxurewampng Black chlldrenx It has been )

2

argued tat language  is a critlcal factor ;n the. readlng process
" and that many Blacg/ehlldren Speak a ﬂonétandard form of Engllsh .

. which causes a mlsmatch between thelr'lanyuage and the pr1nted
» s 4
'page of the!textbook. The purpose of th1s paper is \d present
a dlfferent point of view: THe re;d ing dlfflculty thathlack
' ;@4'
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children eneounter is not a result of language differences but
3 r .‘ y ‘
-rather a consequence of 11V1ng 1nia 3001ety Where pepple are (//

social;zed to vgew Blacks as 1nfer1qr and 1ess7ﬁble human belngs.

EAd

These at#i}udes are ingrained a§ily through booksfkneWSpapers‘ and ﬂ'

+

other forms of mass medla. e o '." e o SR
. It 13 our bellef that attltudﬁs are cru01al 1n
determlnlng whether children learn toéjead in. school, and it is ’“j

'apparept that teachers are not immuned ‘to the attltudes ofaﬁﬂis

_socieﬁx&‘ In addltlon to societal ‘views, teachers are also 2

L . ] 0 . N ‘,

\.influenced by social 301ence research whlch has re;nforced the 7?f
L 3 .

‘notlon that Black chlldren are 1nferlor by descrLblng them as . ;
. 5 ho
dlsadvantaved, deprlved, educatlonally handlcappéd, and verbally N

deﬂlclent. SOClal scxentlsts have generated theorles Wthh

P

Y

reJected the langu ge ‘and’ culture of these chlldren. Teacherl ‘
attltudes and. eXpectatlons tend tm reflect these views as evide ced
by Becker(19?2), Clark(1964). Grottliep(196h). and Washln%égn(l ?7).
Since 1anguage and readlng are so cr1t10al to school success, - We-
Wlll rev1ew the research whlch examlnes the relatlonshlp between -

the 1anguage of Black chlldrenﬁand thear 1earning to read.
2 . . ) / .

Bgzlew of the L1teraah;f N ‘ | f- -\;.-‘ aet

FolloW1ng the desegregatlon of schcols declslon 1n the .
case of Brown vs‘ Boarg of Eﬁucatlon 1954 educators begah to focus )
&

their attentlon.on a/bopulatlon of chlldren who had beén deliber-

{

‘ately 1gnorqd by soc etywprior to that tlme Tthé chlldren w%re

Black uﬁll\\En.‘ As; akresult of ’ressure frdm the Bla:t?communltg
N T AL B T ‘
ST £ . T
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social scientlsts Wwere forced to look at'the quallty of eduqation

<i\ that Black chaldren were rece1V1ng in. schools throughout the

i
. i

. 3 United States. Consequently, educators became concerned about

L G .

“the academig:perfﬁrmance of. these chllhrennand began to use:'
¢ 3 .

sstandardlzedhachlevement measures to compare the academlc"

-2

performance of these chlldren w1th the academlc performance ;,;
of chlldren from the domlnant culture. The results of these

standardlzed measures 1nd1cated that a large‘méacrlty of Blaok .

’

’ hlldren were below the natr{gal norms in readlng performance.
Eaucators hypothes1zed thét-the envrronmént of these children

~._. and the1r languave ‘were s1gn1f1cant factors in determlnlng’

N , v,

intellectual develOpment and academlc\achlevement. Several |
theories were develOped on. the basis of these assumptlcns.
.”f_ In 1961, Basll Bernste1X found thqt~m1ddle class and

.lower class parents . invEngland used dlfferentfchild-rearlng

v

technlques which resulted 1n dlfferent paﬂtern% of language and
Y 5
- tHoughts On the pasis of his research Bernsteln pr0pbsed that .

_m1ddle:cIass chlldren ufed an "elaborated code" of language
1~. o
which was adequate for des@rlblng feellngs and intentlons and
A 3 /‘:‘ B ;/
elaboratlng reasons underly1ng dec1s1ons. whereas iower classj

<

chlldren spoke a restr1cted code thEh could not communlcate
r

complex ideas and thoughts. He f concluded that this was
i ' - R
a prim1t1V@ code of speech whlch orlented chlldren oward a

k4

, primitive understanding of casual relatlons and toward concepts
#

wh1ch ‘were more descr1ptlve than analyt1c. Furthermore,«thls;

JI . . ’ ' ' 5 \ ' ‘ ‘ . ' - .
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lj low level of conceptual fnnctio.‘

i

learning from the1r env1ronment.

hibited the children from /

£

/,

.

Bernsteln s theory was aday

in @.& fodm of a. theory of langua
to as the verbal-deflclt hypothe 13. The verbal deflClt hyp thesis

¢

ed to Amerlcan educatlon

deprlvatlon sometlmes ref rred

; was based on the assumptlon that Black chllaren in. the 1nner-

clty and rural south llved in e v1ronments where&they heard very

I
ge models; therefore, they

whlch‘was defectlvelﬁnd

11ttle language and had poor lan _
learned a restrlcted code of langua
inadequate for learnlng, subsequently cau51ng academ1c fallure.'

In accordance with th1s theory, sumerous researchers proposed Y
' T

l .
_dL\ liartin Deutsch (1964) argued ‘that the absence of a -

-

preséﬁkol language orograms. S

well—structured routlne 1n the home was reflecte

M - -~

that lower class children had xncstructur;ng l_,

in the dlfflculty

€ Ihrough\\

o . . - . . { .‘—
observation, he deduced that lowej class children"s

sequences ‘seemed to be temporally very.llmlted and poorly‘struct red
. syntactically; therefore, “the major gpal of a language de%elopment :

program should be syntactlc organfzatlon,and subJegt cont1nu1ty.

L]

Accordlngly, he proposed a language tralmlng program wh1ch requ1red

7 i P
; words were repeatedly placed iny nlngful context, and where

at

' ch11dren were allowbd many oppor
L b

L the- creatlon of a- rlch, 1ndiV1dua11:fd language env1ronmknt where

‘;tleé for express1Ve ldﬁguagﬁ

\ . - .\ . ] . ,, , - "\ . ‘ i
.demonstrations. Ny PR ) ‘ -
leew&se, Bereiter and nnglemaﬁn (1966) t eorlzed that <l;
lower class children’ s-languagevWas,ﬁéﬁiclenf’and the defxclency‘=’
. , . _ 43 i . . '.' - 3




,_?aﬂTected their ability to conceptualife.: in addition; they
’claimed that these children used a system of "giant words"” .
fphrases which they could not take apart‘or recOmbine. ¢The
::fchildren allegedly did not‘understand that words@could not be;;‘h
‘ .'tn nsformed into statements, questions, or comments.” To remedy.
/ thzse deficiencies. Bereiter and Engllpann,cdnstructed a preschool\
4program which relied sorely on pattern drill rQSponses. "The
.beginning program was based on two similar’statement formsa

- 3 .
Ca "This is a_ . .. m and “This e yi,

>
AURRE S

. -%& They reasoned
\that through thesde sentence forms ch%l§§e lcould learn to

: identify things inf€heir world (s § %arn how to ask questions.

ﬂ:;: _,:3" . These programs andvofgérs "1ike them Which were
Y\de’veloxged during th,e:'

;“.:h{eié}’, McAfee. 196? :*' ‘ j

‘; 4nod ‘of thought: »Bl}ck %Ld'

which was defICLént nd 't was nec ssary to change their dialect

e

\

rt 1967) supported one idea or.

oke a nd/standard dldleCt

from nonstandard .to- Sté%d fﬁ Eng h if they were to perform

( ‘-

well\in schoal‘ ﬁowever, by the late sixties, linguists began

. to examine thg tﬂed:y of lan deprivation and found, that the

\ ngpst;ndard dial%ct Yhat manju:ji;:jc:ty\chiddren spoke could be
" . defined as a systematic and viable«mezns of communication wnich

4&;5 syntapticalﬁy and phonologigaaly different from, but not

~

ingerior to, Standard English.

,' o ‘The riiearch of Labov’ (1965) was instrumertal in
-altering fhe ‘bellef that,Black childrenfspoke a language which‘
: as*inferior and deficient. He conducted extensive research

4y

.studies in Harlezﬁg New York, with a pOpuldiion of 300 males

?

/! ‘i - ~ : p v
. " v : ‘ ' R ’ .
, . - - N . -




R O 6
between the ages of ten and seventeen. He ard hi}s associates. ;
afiqterviewed these subgects 1nd1v1dually and 1n'g ups lnside ”
‘and out81de of the school, The found that the subgects
'responded differently to the 1nterview depending’ on the settings

In school. a 31tuatlon that Labov descrlbed as threatenlngJ the'
hhspeech of these subjects seemed inhibited and unnatural. whereas
"the language e11c1ted from the same sub;ect; outside of school

- was eXpre331ve. coMplex, and loglcal. ~From thesexlnterélews

~ Labov proposed that’ the settlng Lnfluenced the language patterns

thatZBlack chlldren exh1b1ted and that it was p0331ble that much

a

"of the language that researdhers had examlned dur1ng the early
31xt1es was elicited in threatenlng 31tuatlo£s .which caused

the ohildren not to speak freely. He further concluded that
soclal 31tuatlons influehced speech and that there’ was no
'monollthlc form of Black dialect, AdultS'tended to show fewer
forms of" Black d1alect thanryounger people.vand m1ddle class
people showed fewer forms than lower clgss people. He also found
that it was dlfflCUlt to determine the number of people who _
spoke Black gii}ect because like other Speakershof Engllsh. [
Black people's language var1es accord1ng to geographic reglon,
agé, social class, and 31tuatlon.a' ) i

’} ' Labov and his assoc1ates admlnlstered alrgpetltlon |
tesfvwhich tested whether nonstandard dialect speakers could .
- imitate Standard English sentemies. The results of.the.test

J ] .. :
“showed that in many cases the subjects,were capale of repeating

" sentences in Standard English. Even when the subjects could



| ) f- ) ‘_*’ S o . .-77
not 1m1tate, they could translate the Standard English sentence'
into -their mode of speech 1ndmcat1ng that they were able to '
. comprehend the sentence. For . example, 'I asked AlV1n 1% he .
knows how to play basketball" was transformed 1nto “I ax A'”(*
do he know how to play basketbal This and other eV1dence B
showed tnat Black dlalect speakers could generally understand

Y

Standard Engllsh patterns even when they could not and d1d not‘

"produce tham, ' v ' ‘

' Consequently, llngulsts and educators began to examine
the relatlonshlp between Black Engllsh and readlng. Labov (1967)
postulated that educators should be concerned with two forms of
dlfflculty that Black chlldren encounter in school: 1. structural
confllcts, 1nterference with learnxng ability’ stemmlng from a
mismatch of llngulstlc structure; and 2, functlonal confllcts,

‘.1nterference stemmlng from a m1smatch in the functlons .which

a

standard and nonstandard Engllsh\perform in-a given culture. In

«

this paper, we are prlmarlly concerned with structual confllcts.

- Labov further_concluded that there w re structual conflictss

: - L 4
phonological and %rammatical differences between Black English

rand-Standard English. For example, Black English phonology does

¥. not distfnguish the following [sets of words in pronounciation:
. " . R !

 pass=past=passed |

|
v miss=mist=missed | - . . S~

-

wb

fine=find=fined
However, this does not indicate that there is no past tense

represented in Black English because speakeérs of Black English

|

|
~/

o




-do"form irfegular past tense forms, For example, a Speaker

_ of Black English would use the sentence forms, I told him and

L‘ _He kept mine. Labov suggested that a possible solution to the
- problem would be to educate teachers to the linguistic differences
'inzBlack children's language‘so they could make the distinction
betWeen differences in pronOunciation and mistakes in reading.
‘ . | Shuy (1969) proposed that in addition to teacher
1training. specfal reading materials should be constructed hhich
'systematically av01ded the mismatch between Black English- and
| Standard English; Baratz (1970) agreed that the language of
Black children was not verbally deficient but that it was
"different" She contended that it was necessary to teach Black
children Standardvmnglish 1n.order to prevent academic failure
because'Standard English'is a more‘prestigious form of English.
‘Blafk ehildren needed to know the language of the school 1f
they were to oerxorm well She further argued that there was~
a mismatch between the chjldren’'s language system and the t |
Standard Englisq textbook.  In addition to phonological
differences, she deduced that Black children were not familiar ‘
with ﬁhe syntax of the traditional reading textboof. ‘éccordingly.
she prOposed that'Black children shéuld be taught inltheir
verniacular, Black English. and later taught to read Standard
iEnglish; A program like this WOuld not only.require vernacular
-texts, but it would also require a series of transitional readers -
~that would move the children from the vernacular textbook to a - r*

‘Standard English textoook. ? ‘ ‘ ‘

>

~

' . ‘ -

w0




~

”l ' Rysﬁrom (1970) conducted a study which tested the

" following hypotheses: 1, Black children can be’ taught 'to use.

4 featurEs of white speech which. do nbt oceur in their native

. dia&oct; 2, Knowledge of this additlonal dimension of dialect

. will have a positiVe and significant influence on reading J‘,f'
scores; and.3. The use of a phonemekgrapheme controlled reader
S will have a posatlve and slgniflcant influence on-word reading
scores, The results of the study did not show a relatlonshlp
between d1alect and reading achieVement. Rystrom repllcated
“the study in Georgla with a few minor changes. Basically, he
‘wanted to find out 1f dialect train1ng would result in higher
reading achievement scores. His data did not support the .
-assumption that dialect training would modify thebuse of dialect L
by‘the~cubjects’and.%ignificantly increase reading‘achievement
scores: | |

‘Nelmed (1970) 1nvest1gated the relationship between
Black d1alect 1nterferepce and reading. He concluded that -
there was a continuum of dialect. variation used by Black chlldren
. and that- most of them comprehended Standard English in written
. form, ‘Accordingly.'he concluded that ;t'Was‘not necessary to
teach Black ch11dren Standard English before teaching reading

and that Standard Engllsh texts were adequate for teach1ng these

" -children to read. However, his data 'did imply that Black English

phonology seemed to cause difficulty when'children: were eXpected

to read words in isolation or out of context.

l.

ok
P‘ALH



| | coie]
leewlse, Simons and Johnson (1974) hypothesized that -

LY

"Lthere Was a mismatch between Black chlldren s language and the
textbook; therefore, Black chlldren would'be able to read ’
dialect readers better than Standard English texts._ ‘Their data :
disclosed. that second and third grade dialect-speaking children :
vdid not read d1alect readers better than they read Standard -"t
Engllsh readers. There was no eV1dence of grammatical r}ading
;interference; consequently, the authors suggested that sbcial _
’sclentists should ‘1look beyond dlalect per se for a remedy to the '
,problem of readlng fallure among Black children. L

~ The theorles about Black chlldren s language whlch
~first developed were reatly 1nfluenced by s001eta1 attltudes.

~  rather than empirical BV1dence. The verbal deflclt hypotheslsﬁ

Whlch was the first theory proposed as a Justlflcatlon for |
readlng fallure amonﬂ Black children reflected the white liberal
attitudes that Amerlcans were developing toward Blacks dur1ng '
the early slxtles.- This view assumed’ that Black chlldren could
[/,;learn if they could overcome the1r cultural background.' Programs
were developed Whlch were supqued to help Black children change
‘ the1r lan"uage so that it would be more like Sta ndard Engllsh.-
Some soeial scientists examined the issue of language and- read1ng :
fallure more obJectlvely; consequently, they began to questloq
the verbal-deflclt nypotnes1s. A theory of cultural d1fference
was developed which accepted Black dialect as a language system
different from but not equal %to. Standard Engllsh. Programs wereég

proposed which sugge\ted that Black chlldren learn Standard Engllsh

» ’ ' t L "_\/
. T : . .“\’




. 7 11
bec;ﬂseiof”i§5'social'valne and that special materials ‘should
-"be designed that use the children's dialegi& Both the, verbal-
-deficit hypothes{s and the culturally dlfferent hypothesls focused i
“on the language of Black ch11dren as the prlmary cause of reading ‘

failure; however, the research data do not support these

v

. assumptlons.‘ There is cons1derable ev1dence which supports the

1

"mdea that Black ch11dren s laneuage cannot be changed through r,f>
repetition or pattern drill exerc1ses and that they do not read
- d1alect readers better than Standard Engllsh texts., - ' Aﬁ-
We are now looking beyond d1alect per se as the cause.
of reading failure among Black chileren, Educators and linguists
who are attempting to do tnis have argued that it is not the
Black children's }anguage that interferes with reading but it .
‘is teacher's reactions to that language that causes the difficulty.”‘
They have further argued that no spoken dialect corresnonds -
exactij to Standard English but that some forms are more prestigious
than others, Accordingly, a teacher might ﬁ%eceive a nonstandard
_dialect as less prestigious and unacceptable which could cause
interference during reading instruction. The problem is one of
attitudes, .
Goodman and Burke (1973) concluded after ten years of
working with nonstandard dialect speakers in a reading situation

* that "the only special disadvantage that speakers of low-status

dialects suffer in learning to read is one imposed by

and schools, Rejection of their dialects and educzfors' confusion




, 12
p ofylinguistic difference. with linguistic deficiency‘interferes
- ‘with the natural process by whlch reading is acquired and under-
mines the llngulstlc self-confidence of divergent speakers,
Simply Spéaking, the disadvantage of the divergent Speaker.
Black or white, comes from linguistic discriminafion" (p. 7).
Other educators have 1nvest1g1ted %he attltudes\aﬂ\
teachers by using questlonalres and recordlng how' they respon;>
to questions related to disléct-specific miscues, Rystrom and
Cowart (19?2) tested whetﬁbr the race of %he teacher influenced
the decoding scores of Black students. Two teachers, one Black
and one white were asked £d>-administer the Dolch Basic Sight
Word Test to a seéond grade class., The data indicated that the
race of the tester hadla significant effect upon the decoding
scores of‘phé students, Black students who were gvaluated by the
white teacher read fewer Jbrds correctly Epan,students who were
interviewed by Black teachers, The authors %qncluded that white ~
teachers have to learn %o tune -in té Black speech. First, they
must accept Black English as a viable dialect and thén they‘must
learn which features occur in the-student's speech but not in
their own. They must eliminaté their own linguistic biases, then
they mizht find that many of the problems that they encounter
when teaching Black children would disappear. B
Likewise, Cunningham (192?) investigated teacher attitudes
toward non-meaning-changing'miscues\to see if théir attitudes
were different toward Black-diulect-specific miscues and non-

dialect-specific miscues., She .gave 214 teachers who were enrolled

.
‘Pi
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at four state unlvers1ties in dlffereﬂ ‘g °€raphical reglons

to
of the country a twentyblt miscue at ude Questionalre

. d n
complete. Nine items were non-dlalect peclfl niscues a0 ine

N n cher
were Black- dlalect-specf%lc miscuess 2ddity 4y, the te2 s

. .o sal R est. .
were also asked to complete a Black d? et Rﬁcognltlon Questionajre.

he . teac
Her findings 1nd10a?ﬁd that in each of * four regions: herg

dialeq, _ ecific miscues,

would correct sign flcantly more BlalclC

~Sp
1 re
Considerlng the controvelr‘s:‘—gL Search related to
A tr
reading interference and Black dlalect’ nn Megormick piestrup

mi
(1973) underﬁook an exten31ve é‘XplOfa Y Stugy wthh examined

the manner, in which first grade teacn*® esponded to Black
chlldren s use of dlalect during read1n .nstructiono TwO
investlgators observed and tape—recorde reading instruction in
fourteen predominately Black c]_assrooIﬂ Aftef examining the

ix
_observatlons. Piestrup was able to.lde fy and descrlbe 5

; ' lar ec
teaching styles. They were the Vocab¥ Tty Approachs the D Odlng

Approach- e Ih‘tefruptlng

/Approach. the Standard Pronounciatio? th

Aprroach, the White Liberal Approachs af‘d the gp,ck Artivl <\
Approach, We will bfiefly examine the teaching stylese The
Standard Pronounciation ipproach and the I“terrupting Approach:
are the two teacnlng styles that we af least concérﬁed with
because it seems as 1f the’ teachers Wﬂ Useq those methods did

in Ne
not have any 1dea of how-to teach read 5 %o Black childreh ' It

tea
is obv1ous to us tnat it 1s a wzaste Of 1me to 4 temPt to ch

1 the
Standard English to nonstandzard dialé® peakers pecause Y have

. . , ' In . no
a viable language system of their own* 2dqj tions it 18 t
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necessary to speak Standard éhglish in order to resad it.:,Thgn
v Inferrhpting teachers did A:t seem aware of dialect differences

| andﬁ%ﬁgy did not appear to be interested in teaching children- (:

to/read gﬁéir atfitude was one of intolerance apd impatience ‘
which does not have any place in a classroom with children., It
is our bellef thah‘% chers who hdve these attitudes need
addltlonal tralnlng in teachlng and chll'pdeveIOpment or a
dlfferent pﬁ’fe331on. h

N en the other hi?d, the D;codlng Emphasis Approach and
the Vocabulary Emphasis Approach were both based on the notion
that reading is an exact process; therefore, children must progress
through~a sequence of skills in order to move to the next level.’\
The skills are hierarchicél, beginning with letters, wdrds, and
sentenc¢es, Once skills relatedkto these elements were masfered.
then the teacher fo | on COmpreHénsiqn.j Children learned to
match their speéch He printed page rather than attempting |
to understand that the print on the page was’supposed t& have .
meanigg. Teachers Who teach children to read in this manner
expect children to read orally word for word which causes
interference and difficulty for dialect speakers, Conse uen{&y
Black children often become alienated from the reading process‘:>

The last two approaches which we will discuss are the

White Liberal Approach and the Black Artful Approach, Acpordiqg
to Piéstrup (1973) the chiidrén in classrdomé‘where teachers

used the Black Artful Approach had significantly higher scores .in

reading than children in the other classes. The score in reading




: could be attrlbuted to the teachers use‘of rhythmic play in |
‘¢1nstruction and the1r accepfance of the cKildren s language. .
. They were Blso. determined that sthe children would learn to read. ,
The tedchers in the White L1bera1 Group used a method s1m11ar to
- the one uSed(hy ‘the Black Artful teachers but their ch11dren had
Vlower readlng scores, P1estrup suggested that the . difference '
resulted because the whlte Liberal Teachers were more 1nterested
in developlng rapport wrth the chlldren than.teacnlng feaqlﬁg,
We do not believe that this is the reason for thendifference.. It
is our belief that the difference resulted'because theIWhite
Liberai teachers were more concerned with teaching reading than‘. J
teaching the isolated skills that they needed in order ‘to. perforn. !
well on zchievement tests. The Black Artful teachers were concerned
W1th both 1ssues and they realized that if chlldren, prlmarlly A
Black children were going to survive in schoo%Athey‘needed to
perform well on tests #n addition to_learning to read, A najor
fflaw in Piestrups's study was that reading abilitx‘ as measured
t/ on the basis of performance on tests, We do not‘ﬁelieve that -
-standardized tests can measure reading performance because theyt
are construgted on the assumption that read1ng is an exact prdpess.
‘Contradictory to that view, the Black Artful and the white leeral
Approaches seemed to view reading as a language process., The \
goal was to help chlldren understand that the purpose of read1ng\
was?communlcatlon between the author and the reader,- Comprehenslsn~
was the focal point., Both groups of teachers.accepted the fact \

that when children enter school they have a knowledge of language,




a cognltive structure (theorygof the world). and a Qackground ‘ L
,of eXperiences, The teacner used thls knowledge ' 1mplement 7-f¥t sf
-%‘a orogram‘pf readlng fnstructlon Whlch focused on lhe language Qh |
f'patterns of children and their eXperiences. The chlldren were |
encouraged to. express their ideas.orally and to use - thelr- ' 1’.{
’ language freely., The tLachers;also used materlals which' reflected
'the chridren 'S eXperlentlal background. We also suggest that
th; teachers' 1nteractrons were critical factors .in -the readlng
procees as: 1ndlcated by P1estrup when she described the interactions
in “the classrooms of the Whlte L1beral Teachers and the Black
~ Artful Teachers (pp. 97- 114). In all of the episodes, the

chlldren resoonded eagerly, freely us1ng their d1alect. : é')

Summarv and Conclus1on‘ Tr,,f

ConS1der1ng the research on Black chlldren s language‘

A\

'and reading we/can draw several conclus1ons.~ The verbaI-deflolt ﬁ%f
hypothes1s and the language dlffirence hypothesis’cannot provide' )
an explanatlon for the problem of readlng fallure amongvélack
.children., Both of these theories view readlng ‘as angexact process-=
for reading to occur children'sispeech_must match\thefprinted’
page in a one to one relationship. This is imolied in the solutions‘
¢ that they orOposed. teaching Standard Engllsh prlor to rdahlng
instruction and des1cn19g spe01al materials érltten in the
children's dialect. However, those solutions jd not. work, Black
‘children did not learn Standard English and idld not read
1 dialect readers better than Standard Engllsh texts. It is apparent

that those solutions did”not work becauseoBlack chlldren have a

[ :
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ruf%lgovérned 1anguage systemfwhlch is adequate for learning to u;'j¢“

read.« It-is mot necessary for ch/;dren s _

printed page exactly because readlng is

"It ) & selective process. Tt 1nvclves part1 1 use of minlmal AN
e '
langUage cues selected from perce fual 1nput ‘on the Basis of the S
& NS .”"

| reader s eXpectatlon. As th1s part1al 1nformatlon 1s proceSSEd, ;;

5

S

tenative, deslslons are made to be conflri'd, reJected, or.f *‘[ 2

refined as readlng prggresses (Goodman,, 72y, It is not ;

necessary for chlldren S. speech tc match the prlnted text exactly. -t

+

In adopt;ng tqls view of the readlng process we had to con31der

}.other factors which could contribute to readlﬁg fallure among

h3

q

‘Black chlldren. The teacher was the most obvaous~factors The "b’

e

1nteract10ns that the teacher engages in w1th the chlldren durlng

oral readlng and read1ng 1nstruct10n determlnes whether or nut

they will be- allenated from learnlng to read. It is llkely that

Black ¢hild®en Wlll become allenated because teachers usually o rt'm

view the lanrux ze of Black chlldren as less prestlglous; therefore,.

© they often correct miscues whlch are d1alect—spec1f1c ‘and do not: [

&
change meanlng.'\Thls\Ls shown in the manner 1nwhich teachersg

‘respond tchlack children during readingiinstruction, Piestrup

T

(1973) descrlbes several episodes in her study, ‘ln the'firsthu

V

eplsode a child (C1) ‘was asked to read the sentences, They call,

[

"What is i£?""What is! it?" BT

B . . " Al Lt
C1l Dey..o.  . . T : _\%{’

J - VA | ,Xh
T Get your finger out of your‘mouth;\\\‘ :
ci call,... S g

Y
P



.d1al ct-1nstead of teachlng readlng. The child was able

¢
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Start again. RS SR . .
R R R v
Dey call. what/}s it? What is- 1t? T R S
(asks a second ch 11d .% 3m?“ ";) S g ﬂjff"
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dlfference between meachlng readlag and changlng children s speech.

Loy . . -5

/‘ "\,

Most of" the readxng 1nstructiun involved changlng ‘the chlig?en's
4
read

i" H a

the sentenqe fom the beginning But by - the ‘end of the 1nteract10ns

N

w1th the teacher the child was orobably confused about'readlng.

»

It was also clear that the~ other chlldren in the group d*d not

. \
understand why the teadhgé corrected Chlld 1. .
W : ‘é s
,‘. e In the second eplsode 1estrup points out further
. ) < -’:‘*‘ \ A .
problems. LT R S
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?&ﬁ;?e S f\CAT'_l _ dan give me’ a sentence with "win L
: ‘ Z;ioy win a race. \ | - »iv'v ,

-K\" fi T ‘A boy win a race? S L

T‘)?i . . 'C2 I know teacher. ' ) , | y

» - g
- R C3 - I know teacher. ’
s % “ - : ) .
. T, Hm, that sounds, , - I
PR - Ch Teacher, I know ore: Yy -
« T ...Can you say that a 11ttle better, so it sounds-
: . I understand what you mean, but EL&adlyn, wﬁat,
Y ' how would you say that°

s

C5 The win blew the hat off my frien' head,
This is another example of the teacher's ignorance of Black d1a1ect.
Since win and wind are homophones in Black dialect, “the question.
1s.amb1guous. A sentence using either one would be correct. In

‘ladditicn, the children did not understand why theisentehce"wasa,
incorrect. . 2 o | e | -

‘On the basis of-this research, we would ~suggest that.

o tralnlng programs, - preservice and 1nserV1ce, should

. emphasme helpi‘:eac\hers develop an understanding and an i
'..awareness of ind¥¥idual as well as cultural and linguistic
-'differencqé? In regard to reading, teachers must begin td'see
reading: as a means of communication between the reader and the
author of the” text and to believe that children learn to read by
reading. Reading 1nstructicn should focus on reading rather
" than changing children's dialects onkengaging\in activities which .

\

focus on sound-letter correspondence and recognition of words in

4




- 20

-;isolation.'}ln place of ¥this we’probose that children should
be’ exposéd to pr;Qf in books, on nosters, and everywhere. They
should have an !bnortunlty t;'read books and stor1es wh1ch agre
written in Efp language patterns of childréh and which reflect
the experiential and cultural diversity of this society.’
shoulg alsofhave the opportunity to write_stories,_poems,'and-

. Plays. ) - v' L . |

o ’ The;difference between'teachfng BTack children to reah
-4nd teaching white children to read is one.of attitude, Most
Black‘chiiaren nave to prove that they are capable of ‘learning

- to read. Teachers are informed through sociai science research
that Black children are nonwerbal and speak a dialect of English
which is’nonstandard and causes a mismatch between the printed
page ano the child's speech, Based on this information they
assume that Black childrenuwilllhave difficulty learning to readt
However, tn1s 1s’not the case, Reading‘is not an exact nrocess;
therefore 1t is not necessary for chlldren s speech to match the‘
printed page exactly. Readlng is a language process and the

goal of readlnonas corn: unlcatlon between the autnor and the reader,
A.J:ew of readlng whléh focuses on communlcatlon accepts the
language of. children therefore" dlm;nlshlng the 1nterference that

nonstandard di-.:le'-'ct syeakers "f«jce during ?eadlng and readlng
instruction, According to this view, teac rs must be aware of

" wand sensitive to lancsuage d1fferences as wellxas 1nd1V1dual
\ /\\
differences in children, aost tea hers are not\aware of 1nd1v1dua1A

d1fferend‘.’in chlldren and many are not 1nterésted in beeumlng

w
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_ aware. The atti des that maWw teachers have tOWard teachlng E
chlldren to read have very llttle to do w1th ‘What" they know about
chlldren and theif language develOpment.. The attltudes are’
based on s001etal views and pﬁ thelr éXper;ences with learnLng
to read. It is diéficult for:teachers *o ibokkbeyond their an
eXperlences in school SO that they can learn more effective e
~m_ethods of teaphlng‘read;ng and become more effective teach:;s‘of‘n

$

;eqlturally different children. This is probably-the neasonfthat

lack children will-continue to experience reading failure in’

.. “"schools.,

\. o \ . _ . . . .
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